Alectoria ostrobotniae Gyeln. in Magyar Bot. Lapok 30: 54. 22 Mai 1931, nom. rej. prop. Holotypus: Finland, " Ob., Simo, kuusella" [= on Picea], 15 Jun 1915, Räsänen (BP No. 33956 ; isotypus H barcode H9500279). (=) Alectoria kuemmerleana Gyeln. in Magyar Bot. A comprehensive multi-authored molecular study of this complex using five genes and data from 18 microsatellite markers revealed a mismatch between phenotypes and genotypes, and concluded that the current taxonomy based on chemical components, thallus colour, and some minor morphological features could not be upheld, and the currently accepted 11 species should be reduced to just 4 (Boluda & al. in Persoonia 42: 75-100. 2018).
In order to irrefutably fix the application of names in this complex, molecular sequence data are essential, which would require epitypification by sequenced specimens of all pertinent species epithets. While this has not been done for the species names proposed for rejection above, we consider it unlikely that this would place them elsewhere on the basis of what is known of their chemical products and morphological characters. It is therefore prudent to propose their rejection in order to safeguard the epithet of the already conserved name Alectoria fuscescens.
We considered taking up the earliest species name in the complex, but that would have meant resurrecting the rejected Lichen chalybeiformis and typifying it with a sequenced epitype as only Alectoria fuscescens is conserved over that name. The epithets of Lichen chalybeiformis, and also the two other earliest species rank names in the complex, Usnea implexa and Alectoria capillaris, are all traditionally linked to particular suites of morphologies and chemical products (e.g., Hawksworth in Taxon 18: 393-399. 1969; Brodo & Hawksworth in Opera Bot. 42: 1-165. 1977; Myllys & al. in Nordic Lich. Fl. 4: 36-37. 2011; Velmala & al. in Ann. Bot. Fenn. 51: 345-371. 2014; Myllys & al. in Bryologist 119: 29-38. 2016 ), and so their use could indicate that reference was being made to a taxon with their traditionally diagnostic features. This would be less of an issue in persisting with Bryoria fuscescens as material referred to it has actually already been reported as including several chemotypes (Hawksworth & al. in Bull. Brit. Lichen Soc. 109: 9-11. 2011; Myllys & al. in Lichenologist 43: 617-638. 2011; Boluda & al. in Lichenologist 47: 279-286. 2015) ; as a result, many records will have unwittingly already included other chemotypes than the fumarprocetraric acid one represented by its lecto-and epitypes.
We concluded that the addition of a further 14 names to those over which Alectoria fuscescens is already conserved best serves nomenclatural stability. Amongst these names, are ones that have long been regarded as synonyms of the species being newly synonymized. This act avoids the possibility of any of those names being taken up through new epitypifications to threaten other species names in the complex. The proposal does not, however, preclude any of the additional names proposed here for rejection from being taken up in future should fresh molecular work indicate that they should be treated as distinct from A. fuscescens.
The The interpretations or typifications provided for three of the names treated above merit further explanation:
(1) The interpretation of the rank of "Usnea implexa" and similar names in Hoffmann's Deutschlands Flora of 1796 has been a longstanding cause of debate. Some appeared in parentheses in small type blocks of text under numbered accepted species, as in this case, while others appear as if a new entry but with no number (e.g., Usnea ramulosa). Hawksworth (in Taxon 18: 395. 1969 ) argued that because Hoffmann explained that he used parentheses when he was unsure of the rank to apply on the fourth (unnumbered) page of his "Vorbericht", the name should be regarded as an unranked "taxon vagum", although the Taxon Editor at the time decided to list it as of species rank in the final publication. In section "P4" of the unpaginated Index, however, not discussed in 1969, the name is listed in an identical way to all other species names in the work, and that can be interpreted as a clear indication of species rank. The name is therefore now accepted as validly published at species rank in 1796.
(2) There is a discrepancy in date and locality information given for the lectotype specimen of Alectoria jubata var. subcana, H-NYL 35835, when selected by Hawksworth (in Lichenologist 5: 249. 1972 ) and those presented here and in App. IV of the Shenzhen Code (available as an online searchable database at https://botany.si.edu/ references/codes/props/). The specimen just has the words "Anglia ? Scotia ? misit Crombie 1875", and the date of 1875 given in 1972 was therefore when it was sent to Nylander ("misit Crombie 1875") and not a collection date. The earlier 1873 date and the additional locality information were based on the material in BM dated 1873 and that has the locality name Ben Lawers which was cited by Crombie (in J. Bot. 14: 360. 1876) when the name first appeared in print and said to be "on the trunks of old firs". In validating the varietal name, Stizenberger (l.c.) stated "Schottland (an alten Coniferenstämmen): Crombie" which we interpret as citing a duplicate of the 1873 Crombie material and so making the H-NYL specimen acceptable as a lectotype (Art. 9.4).
(3) The selection of a specimen from France as "lectotype" for the name Alectoria jubata var. cana by Hawksworth (in Taxon 18: 393. 1969 ) was based on the understanding that the varietal epithet was first published by Acharius (in Lichenogr. Universalis: 593. 1810). He overlooked the fact that the varietal epithet was actually taken from a usage by Acharius in an earlier book by Westring on Swedish lichens used for dyeing and that included an illustration that has to be regarded as original material and so is designated above as lectotype.
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